Il8                    CRISIS IN VALUES AND  CRIMINAL LAW
property are therefore restricted. The Soviet Code, while con-
taining the usual provisions against " wilful destruction of, or
damage to, property belonging to a private person ", including
arson (art. 175), punishes the wasting of State or public property
(art. 130)3 the wilful destruction of or damage to public property
(art. 79), and several more specific offences of wastage and
destruction (art. 79, Nos, i and 3). It offers no solution, how-
ever, for the problem, which is so burning in capitalist or semi-
capitalist communities, of how to deal with the private owner
who wilfully destroys or damages his own property.1 Should
this be technically impossible? Ely, who was worried to see
" the law taking no steps to prevent the apparent waste and
misuse ", concluded that it was too difficult to frame a statute
that would prevent misuse of property without at the same time
hampering its proper use.2 In the course of the discussions on a
Nazi Penal Code it was regarded as a problem requiring solution
how far damage to one's own property deserves punishment as
an injury to the public 3; but no answer seems to have been
found. Recent war-time legislation has proved, however, that
the technical difficulties are by no means unsurmountable.
Probably one would have to choose between a considerable
number of special provisions, each prohibiting, as at present,
unjustified destruction or any other form of waste for a specific
commodity, and one or two provisions of a very general character,
more or less on the Russian model. As already indicated, in a
national economy not run on Soviet lines, there would, however,
arise the difficulty, which the U.S.S.R. has not to face, that most
of the property would have to be protected not for, but against
the owner. Consequently, minor acts of destruction or waste
would have to be tolerated, if only in order not to put an unrea-
sonable strain on the administration of criminal justice. The
necessary exemptions in favour of the owner could be provided
either by establishing minimum values in money where the
principle minima non curat praetor would hold good, or by issuing
suitable instructions to the prosecuting authorities.
1 It can hardly be assumed that this is covered by art. 175 as its formulation is
too general to include the property of the offender.
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